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Email from Hamilton Candee, Senior Attorney, Co-Director, Western 
Water Project, Natural Resources Defense Council, Dated July 2, 2007 

1-1 As stated in the Introduction section of Chapter I, Introduction and 
Statement of Purpose and Need, of the Environmental Assessment/ 
Initial Study (EA/IS), the document “evaluates the potential effects 
of the alternatives to provide reliable year-round deliveries to the 
Mendota Wildlife Area (Mendota WA).” The primary purpose as 
stated under the Purpose and Need section of the same chapter 
states, “The primary purpose for this proposed action is to provide 
reliable year-round deliveries to the Mendota Wildlife Area 
(Mendota WA).” Central California Irrigation District (CCID) lists 
the redesign or replacement of Mendota Dam as a specific objective 
of the proposed action under the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA). A wide range of alternatives were considered as 
described in Chapter III, Description of Alternatives. As shown in 
Table III-1, Summary of Alternative Screening Results, Mendota 
Wildlife Area, 18 alternatives and subalternatives were evaluated 
including the No Action/Project Alternative. Some of these 
alternatives (summarized in Table III-1) were screened early in the 
process because the alternative would not fully provide Level 2 or 4 
supplies, would create substantial environmental concerns, or 
would have excessive cost. Appendix B, Addendum to 1995 
Decision Document – Mendota Wildlife Area Conveyance 
Alternatives, presents a review of potential alternatives and the 
reasons for their being considered feasible or infeasible. As 
presented in Chapter III, Description of Alternatives, the following 
four alternatives were identified as feasible and were evaluated in 
detail for potential environmental impacts if implemented: 

• MEN-5 – Replace Dam 

• MEN-7 – Rehabilitate Existing Dam 

• MEN-9B – Convey Full Level 4 Water Using Westlands Water 
District (WWD) Facilities 

• MEN-12 – Convey Level 4 Water Supplies Using Westlands 
Water District Facilities When Mendota Dam Is Dewatered 

Of the alternatives selected for further analysis, Alternative MEN-12 
was considered a feasible alternative and evaluated in the same level 
of detail as the other three alternatives listed above. This particular 
alternative was included for full consideration and was considered 
feasible even though its implementation would be reliant on the 
existing Mendota Dam. Alternative MEN-9B, which would use  
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Email from Hamilton Candee, Continued 

1-1, 
cont’d 

existing WWD facilities to convey supplies, was also carried forward 
and evaluated in detail. Other alternatives using WWD facilities 
were considered technically feasible, but were eliminated because of 
excessive cost or capacity constraints. 

The document clearly discloses that the locally preferred alternative 
is to replace the existing dam with a new dam located approximately 
400 feet downstream of the existing facility (MEN-5). Given the 
proposed facility will operate in essentially the same manner (except 
that periodic dewatering associated with the existing dam for safety 
reviews will not be required), the operational effects and presence of 
such a facility will be very similar to the existing condition. The 
anticipated construction-related impacts of implementing MEN-5 
and the other feasible alternatives are presented in Chapter IV, 
Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences. 

1-2 The EA/IS evaluates a range of potential alternatives, including the 
construction of a new dam downstream from the existing Mendota 
Dam (MEN-5). Chapter IV, Affected Environment and Environ-
mental Consequences, identifies all anticipated significant impacts 
associated with the proposed new facility, as well as proposed 
mitigation measures to lessen the relatively few anticipated potential 
impacts to a level that is less than significant. The new dam is 
relatively close to the existing dam, and potential impacts associated 
with construction and operation of the dam are all anticipated to be 
less than significant with the implementation of mitigation 
measures.  

The U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) and CCID believe an 
EA/IS, and ultimately a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) 
and Negative Declaration, are appropriate to support implementa-
tion of the locally preferred alternative and other proposed alter-
natives. The two agencies have determined it is not necessary to 
prepare an environmental impact statement (EIS) or an 
environmental Impact report.  

In the EA/IS, the scale and potential impacts associated with the 
implementation of MEN-5 and mitigation to reduce all potentially 
significant impacts to a less than significant level have been 
disclosed. Comparison to a “new…Shasta Dam” with respect to 
downstream location and height and the need to complete an EIS is 
not appropriate, given the vastly smaller scale of the proposed new 
Mendota Dam, with respect to both environmental impacts and 
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1-2, 
cont’d 

relative size (18-foot-high, 180-foot-long [Project Alternatives section 
in Chapter III, Description of Alternatives] new dam versus the 
600-foot-high, 3,500-foot-wide Shasta Dam and associated important 
downstream fisheries habitat). Additionally, Reclamation has used 
an EA to satisfy National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) require-
ments in a dam replacement project in the past where appropriate 
and no significant impacts were identified given the implementation 
of appropriate mitigation measures.  

On October 26, 2000, an EA and associated FONSI for Clear 
Lake Dam Modification were published by Reclamation 
(http://www.usbr.gov/mp/clear_lake/). The proposed action 
alternative, evaluated in the EA and selected in the FONSI, was to 
modify the dam site by constructing a roller-compacted concrete 
embankment structure immediately downstream from the existing 
embankment structure. 

1-3 The existing Mendota Dam and the proposed replacement dam are 
water regulation facilities, not storage facilities, according to Title 23 
of the California Code of Regulations (CCR) Sections 657 and 658, 
which define regulation and storage respectively. Title 23, 
Division 3, CCR, Section 657 states, “Regulation of water means the 
direct diversion of water to a tank or reservoir in order that the 
water may be held for use at a rate other than the rate at which it 
may be conveniently diverted from its source. For licensing 
purposes, refill, in whole or in part, held in a tank or reservoir for 
less than 30 days shall be considered regulation of water.” As long 
as the amount of water in the Mendota Pool at the end of a 30-day 
period does not exceed the amount at the beginning of that period 
(taking evaporation and seepage into account), no storage has 
occurred. 

1-4 Several commentors expressed concerns related to the use of Central 
Valley Project Improvement Act (CVPIA or Act) funds being used to 
fund all or a portion of the proposed Mendota Dam replacement 
alternative. Similarly, some commentors related their interpretation 
of the CVPIA that water storage projects are prohibited from being 
constructed under Section 3408(e) of the Act. Concerns were also 
raised that the use of such funding would reduce the amount of 
money available for a “drainage settlement agreement.” 

As stated in the Purpose and Need section of Chapter I, Introduction 
and Statement of Purpose and Need, of the EA/IS, “the purpose for 
this proposed action is to provide reliable year-round water  
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1-4, 

cont’d 

deliveries to Mendota WA. The need for this proposed action is to 
facilitate optimal management of Mendota WA and to address the 
associated operation, maintenance, and infrastructure conditions 
that preclude and/or restrict reliable year-round water deliveries, 
and to minimize the frequency and duration of periods when 
sufficient supplies are not available to Mendota WA.” Among the 
wide range of alternatives evaluated, a decision has not been made 
regarding the most cost-effective manner of ensuring reliable water 
supplies to Mendota WA. As also stated in the same chapter of the 
EA/IS, it is recognized that Central Valley Project (CVP) water users 
who currently rely on the existing dam and its operation for water 
supplies would also benefit from replacing the existing dam. 

Reclamation is currently evaluating the potential cost share and 
funding sources. At this time, Reclamation’s portion of the overall 
cost share for the locally preferred alternative has not yet been 
determined and will be negotiated with the other users in 
accordance with current Reclamation cost allocation guidelines. 
Accordingly, the relative amount of funding that would be used to 
support construction (in relation to the overall CVPIA restoration 
fund) is not yet known. Given many other restoration efforts across 
the CVP area are continuing to be evaluated and negotiated, 
including how best to implement drainage-related agreements, it is 
also not possible to evaluate the relative costs and benefits of the 
proposed project and alternatives in relation to the overall fund.  

In addition, see Response to Comment 1-3. 
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Email from Hamilton Candee, Continued 

1-5 a Because the details of the Friant/NRDC Settlement Agreement 
have not been finalized, an evaluation of potential effects 
related to the proposed Mendota Pool Bypass and the potential 
to consider the flows between Friant Dam and the pool as an 
alternative water supply for Mendota WA would be premature 
and speculative at this time. As the commentor is aware, 
numerous ongoing policy discussions and proposed projects 
within the San Joaquin River Basin affect or can be affected by 
any proposed action. Reclamation remains committed to 
coordinating the proposed action in the context of the current 
and proposed operational and policy arena. 

b See Response to Comment 1-5(a). 

c As described in the Response to Comment 1-1, the primary 
purpose for the proposed action “is to provide reliable year-
round deliveries to the Mendota Wildlife Area…” Accordingly, 
Reclamation continues to be committed to implementing 
3406(b) of the CVPIA, requiring the Secretary of the Interior to 
provide reliable year-round supplies to refuges and wildlife 
areas within the CVP area, including Mendota WA. As the 
commentor is aware, numerous ongoing policy discussions and 
proposed projects within the San Joaquin River Basin affect or 
can be affected by any proposed action. Reclamation remains 
committed to coordinating the proposed action in the context of 
the current and proposed operations and policies. 

As proposed and described in Chapter III, Description of 
Alternatives, “the passage of anadromous fish either upstream 
or downstream of the existing dam is a topic of study in the 
San Joaquin River Restoration Program, the proposed new dam 
would be designed so that it could be retrofitted with a fish 
passageway in the future, as determined necessary.” The EA/IS 
has been revised to include additional information on the 
design and environmental review of proposed fish passage 
facilities. 

The details of the Friant/ NRDC Settlement Agreement have not 
yet been finalized, and an assessment of cumulative impacts 
would be speculative and premature at this time. 

 

No. 1 

1-7 

1-6 

1-8 

1-5 



COMMENTS ON THE CONVEYANCE OF REFUGE WATER SUPPLY FOR MENDOTA WILDLIFE AREA ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT/INITIAL STUDY 

RDD/072400029 (NLH3571.DOC) 6 

 Email from Hamilton Candee, Continued 

1-6 The comment period was extended from June 29, 2007 to August 3, 
2007, to allow additional time for public comment. The draft EA/IS 
was initially released for public review and comment on May 18, 
2007. The comment period was extended three times so that 
interested parties had sufficient time to submit comments. 

1-7 A FONSI was issued by Reclamation in May 2005, for the proposed 
Meyers Farm Water Banking Project in Mendota, California, that 
was associated with the EA, which was also completed by 
Reclamation in May 2005. As stated on pages 2 and 3 of the FONSI, 
the proposed project will have no impact on surface water 
deliveries, because “No additional amount of water will be added to, 
or taken from, the (Mendota) Pool. Diversion of water from the Pool 
for recharge by the Bank will have no effect on water delivery via 
the Pool.” In addition, potential impacts associated with induced 
seepage will be mitigated through the daily water budget for the 
pool to monitor seepage losses or recharges of waters influenced by 
Bank pumping or Bank recharge activities. Seepage losses would be 
allocated to the Bank, and pumping would be suspended if 
groundwater elevations measured in monitoring wells of the 
recharge ponds equal or exceed the stage measured in the 
Mendota Pool. 

The proposed project was also considered to have “no impact on 
surface water quality as a result of diverting CVP water from the 
Pool. However, extraction of water from the Bank could affect 
surface water quality in the Pool…The surface water mixing model, 
along with water quality data from the monitoring program, would 
be used to manage potential salinity increases in the Pool due to 
extraction from the Bank.” Using the mixing model to determine the 
timing and volume of extraction well pumping, salinity concentra-
tions in the southern portion of the Mendota Pool would not exceed 
criteria in Reclamation’s water supply contracts. In addition, water 
would not be pumped to the Pool if trace elements such as arsenic, 
boron, molybdenum, and selenium (caused by wastewater 
contamination at Spreckels Sugar Company) are present in 
exceedance of the RWQCB Water Quality Objectives published in 
the Water Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento River Basin and 
the San Joaquin River Basin. 

Additional potential impacts are identified as less than significant 
and described on page 4 of the Meyers Farm Water Banking Project 
FONSI. 
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Email from Hamilton Candee, Continued 

1-8 A wide range of alternatives were considered and described in 
Chapter III, Description of Alternatives. As shown in Table III-1, 
Summary of Alternative Screening Results, Mendota Wildlife Area, 
18 alternatives and subalternatives were evaluated, including the 
No Action/Project alternative.  

Several alternatives were identified using existing or proposed 
WWD facilities. Two alternatives, one of which had three 
subalternatives (MEN-9A, MEN-9B, and MEN-9C; MEN-12), were 
evaluated that would convey water to the Fresno Slough to meet 
year-round Level 4 water supply requirements using WWD facilities 
or land contained in WWD (Appendix B, page 4). Two of the 
alternatives in the series (MEN-9A and MEN-9C) were eliminated 
from consideration because of capacity constraints within WWD 
facilities and excessive cost, respectively (Alternatives Considered 
but Eliminated from Detailed Study section in Chapter III, 
Description of Alternatives, of the EA/IS). As presented in 
Chapter III, Description of Alternatives, of the EA/IS, Alternatives 
MEN-9B and MEN-12 were deemed to be feasible and were carried 
forward for further analysis.  

Also, see Response to Comment 1-5(c). 

1-9 See Response to Comment 1-6. 
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Email from Hamilton Candee, Senior Attorney, Co-Director, Western 
Water Project, Natural Resources Defense Council, Dated July 31, 2007 

and Correspondence from The Bay Institute, Dated July 30, 2007 
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Email from Hamilton Candee and Correspondence from 
The Bay Institute, Continued 

2-1 See Response to Comment 1-4. 

2-2 See Response to Comment 1-1. 
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Email from Hamilton Candee and Correspondence from 
The Bay Institute, Continued 

2-3 See Response to Comment 1-4. 

2-4 See Response to Comment 1-4. 

2-5 Prior to implementation of the selected proposed action, 
Reclamation will coordinate with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) to confirm that the Endangered Species Act (ESA) 
consultation process and considerations referenced in the Biological 
Resources section of Chapter IV, Affected Environment and 
Environmental Consequences, of the EA/IS is sufficient to support 
project implementation. At this time, the Programmatic Biological 
Opinion (PBO) remains the anticipated means of ESA compliance. 
Reclamation and USFWS are confirming this approach, and formal 
reconsultation has not been required. The USFWS recommended 
that the contents of the PBO analysis be updated to reflect new 
information regarding listed species and potential occurrences in the 
project area; specifically, new information has been added regarding 
giant garter snake, California tiger salamander, and green sturgeon. 
The description of the dam replacement alternative (MEN-5), 
including the extent of potential impacts and the habitat conditions 
in the project area, remains approximately the same as described in 
the PBO. If information needs to be significantly changed or 
updated, Reclamation will reconsult, as necessary, and develop 
additional environmental documentation, as necessary, to satisfy 
NEPA, CEQA, and ESA requirements. 

2-6 See Responses to Comments 1-5(a) and 1-5(c). 

2-7 See Responses to Comments 1-2 and 1-3. 
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Email from Hamilton Candee and Correspondence from 
The Bay Institute, Continued 

2-8 See Response to Comment 1-4. 
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Email from Hamilton Candee and Correspondence from 
The Bay Institute, Continued 

2-9 Concerns were expressed that water quality impacts to Mendota 
Pool were not considered in the EA/IS. It was suggested that the 
EA/IS assess the complete cumulative impacts to water quality, 
groundwater pumping, and exchanges in the Mendota Pool in 
relation to water quality, the quality of water delivered to Mendota 
WA, and the cumulative impacts of the proposed alternatives 
identified in the EA/IS. In addition, it was suggested that water 
quality be considered a criterion for determining significance and in 
determining the environmentally preferred alternative in the EA/IS.  

Potential water quality impacts were considered in Chapter IV, 
Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences, of the 
EA/IS, and “adverse effects to surface and groundwater quality” 
was listed and used as a criterion for determining significance in the 
Water Resources section. 

As discussed under Water Quality, Operations, in the Water 
Resources section of Chapter IV, Affected Environment and 
Environmental Consequences, of the EA/IS, because the preferred 
alternative is essentially replacing the existing Mendota Dam with a 
new structure downstream, operations will remain generally the 
same as under existing conditions, water quality near the Mendota 
Pool would not be anticipated to substantially change. Accordingly, 
the quality of the water that would be diverted would be of suitable 
quality for use at Mendota WA and for agricultural uses.  

Therefore, regional water quality concerns, although of critical 
importance, were not considered to be a specific consequence of the 
implementation of any of the proposed alternatives. 

2-10 As stated in the Introduction section of Chapter I, Introduction and 
Statement of Purpose and Need, of the EA/IS, the document 
“evaluates the potential effects of the alternatives to provide reliable 
year-round deliveries to the Mendota WA.” The EA/IS states, “The 
primary purpose for this proposed action is to provide reliable year-
round deliveries to the Mendota WA.” It is recognized in the same 
section of the EA/IS that several contractors currently rely on the 
existing dam and its operation for access to all or a portion of their 
water supplies. In the Associated Local Needs and Objectives under 
CEQA section of Chapter I, Introduction and Statement of Purpose 
and Need, of the EA/IS, CCID lists “improve and provide reliable 
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The Bay Institute, Continued 

2-10, 
cont’d 

year-round deliveries and conveyance of water to and from 
Mendota Pool and beneficiaries (e.g. Mendota WA, Contract Water 
Users)” as a specific objective of the proposed action under CEQA. 

2-11 See Response to Comment 1-1. 

2-12 See Response to Comment 1-1. 

2-13 See Response to Comment 1-7. 

2-14 Existing flow conditions at Mendota Dam are discussed in Appendix 
B of the EA/IS (for MEN-7) as follows: “Currently, flows down the 
San Joaquin River are split at the Chowcilla Bifurcation Structure, 
approximately 10 channel miles upstream from Mendota Dam. This 
facility is operated to allow a maximum flow of 2,500 cfs down the 
San Joaquin River…Fresno Slough, to the south, can receive over-
flow from the Kings River up to a published capacity of 4,750 cfs.” 
Taken together, the existing Mendota Dam structure was designed 
to accommodate a minimum combined flow of 7,250 cfs. This value 
(7,250 cfs) was rounded up to 8,000 cfs in the preliminary estimate 
for the replacement dam’s outlet capacity. 

In addition, considering the relative flat topography of the area and 
the limitation this creates on storage capacity, the Mendota Pool 
does not lend itself to functioning as a regulating reservoir during a 
flood event.  

As required by the Division of Safety of Dams criteria, the maximum 
outlet capacity of the dam is calculated to prevent damage to the 
dam during a flood event, regardless of the rating of the down-
stream channel. The final design would consider all relevant data, 
including flood flows and the rating of the downstream channel, to 
determine the appropriate outlet sizing. 
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Email from Hamilton Candee and Correspondence from 
The Bay Institute, Continued 

2-15 See Responses to Comments 1-5(a) and 1-5(c). 

2-16 See Response to Comment 1-5(c). 
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Email from Lisa Coffman, Executive Director, 
California Water Impact Network, Dated August 2, 2007 
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3-1 See Response to Comment 1-4. 

3-2 See Response to Comment 1-4. 
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3-3 See Response to Comment 2-9. 

3-4 See Response to Comment 2-9. 
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Letter from Chris Acree, Executive Director, Revive the San Joaquin 

4-1 The commentor is correct that Mendota WA is owned and managed 
by the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). However, 
as stated in the Introduction section of Chapter I, Introduction and 
Statement of Purpose and Need, of the EA/IS, “because current 
limitations on refuge water supply deliveries are a result of CCID 
facility (Mendota Dam) operations and many of the alternatives 
considered involve reconstruction, reoperation, or retrofit of 
Mendota Dam,” CCID was considered to be the appropriate CEQA 
lead agency. Reclamation and CDFG agreed that CCID should be 
the lead agency.  

The Mendota WA will be a beneficiary of the proposed action. 
Among the wide range of alternatives evaluated, the replacement of 
the existing dam directly downstream was selected as the most cost-
effective way to ensure reliable water supplies to Mendota WA. As 
stated in the Introduction section of Chapter I, Introduction and 
Statement of Purpose and Need, of the EA/IS, it is recognized that 
other CVP water users currently rely on the existing dam and its 
operation for all or a portion of their water supplies. 

Funding for the proposed action is not considered to be an 
environmental consideration and was not outlined in detail in the 
EA/IS. Regardless, Reclamation is currently evaluating the potential 
cost share and funding sources. At this time, Reclamation’s portion 
of the overall cost share for replacement has not been determined 
and will be negotiated with the other users proportionate with the 
anticipated benefits to be derived from the construction and 
operation of a new dam. 
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Letter from Chris Acree, Continued 

4-2 See Responses to Comments 1-5(a), 1-5(c), 1-7, and 5-1 through 5-3. 

4-3 Although the EA/IS focuses on disclosing potential impacts 
associated with the implementation of alternatives identified as 
potentially feasible for meeting the proposed purpose and need, 
information on the management of Mendota WA is located in the 
Mendota Wildlife Area section of Chapter II, Background, of the 
EA/IS, which states, “Mendota WA is dependent on gravity flows 
from Fresno Slough to provide water deliveries to approximately 
3,000 acres of wetlands adjacent to both west and east sides of the 
slough. Currently, there are no other existing means to facilitate 
water delivery to those specific 3,000 wetland acres. Mendota WA is 
also dependent on adequate water level at Fresno Slough to facilitate 
pumping that serves many areas of Mendota WA as well.” Mendota 
WA can take and hold additional water onsite when Mendota Pool 
is dewatered; however, storing additional water onsite for an 
extended period results in poor water quality and overall habitat 
degradation.  

Additional information on management and water needs at 
Mendota WA is located in the Mendota Wildlife Area section of 
Chapter II, Background, of the EA/IS. Information on biological 
resources can be found in the Biological Resources section of 
Chapter IV, Affected Environment and Environmental 
Consequences, of the EA/IS.  

The evaluation of impacts of MEN-5 on operations in the Biological 
Resources section of Chapter IV, Affected Environment and Envi-
ronmental Consequences, of the EA/IS concluded that “modifying 
operation of Mendota Dam to maintain water in Mendota Pool 
during the winter months would be expected to result in beneficial 
impact to overwintering waterfowl that use Mendota Pool and 
Mendota WA. Under Alternative MEN-5, a more consistent water 
level would be expected in Mendota Pool throughout the year. This, 
in combination with the less frequent dewatering of Mendota Pool 
(approximately once every four years for inspections and mainte-
nance), could result in an improvement in the local fishery.”  

The development of Level 4 water supply is described in the CVPIA 
Water Allocation for Mendota Wildlife Area section of Chapter II, 
Background, of the EA/IS. Level 4 water supply is by definition “the 
amount of water required to manage for optimal wetlands and 
wildlife habitat development.” 

4-4 See Responses to Comments 1-5(a) and 1-5(c). 
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Letter from Chris Acree, Continued 

4-5 See Responses to Comments 1-5(a) and 1-5(c). 

4-6 See Responses to Comments 1-5(a) and 1-5(c). 

4-7 The Alternative Development and Screening Criteria section in 
Chapter III, Description of Alternatives, of the EA/IS provides a 
chronological account on the development of alternatives. 
Reclamation held the initial series of public meetings and workshops 
to solicit public comments on the potential alternatives and identify 
additional alternatives for consideration. In these meetings, seven 
alternatives were developed to provide year-round water deliveries 
to Mendota WA: MEN-1, MEN-2 (Facilities Re-operation 
Alternative), MEN-3, MEN-4A, MEN-4B, MEN-4C, and MEN-5 
(Dam Replacement Alternative). A subsequent workshop was held 
on June 17, 1994, to screen these seven alternatives, and alternative 
MEN-6 (a combination of Alternatives MEN-1 and MEN-4) was 
added. In early June 1995, additional public workshops were held to 
determine that the alternatives were feasible with respect to 
accomplishing the purpose of, and satisfying the need for, the 
project alternatives. A subsequent meeting was held March 22, 2005, 
between Reclamation, CCID, CDFG, and USFWS to ensure that the 
alternatives previously identified with public input were still 
consistent with current operations at Mendota Dam and Mendota 
WA, and to identify potential new alternatives for consideration. 
The alternatives developed previously with public involvement as 
well as additional alternatives developed to broaden the range of 
potential alternatives were carried forward as part of the 
18 alternatives and subalternatives identified in the EA/IS.  

In addition, see Response to Comment 1-1. 

4-8 See Response to Comment 1-1. 

4-9 On May 18, 2007, a press release announcing the availability of the 
EA/IS for public review and comment was sent by Reclamation 
via mail or email to approximately 300 interested individuals, 
organizations, and news entities. A copy of the draft document 
was posted online at http://www.usbr.gov/mp/nepa/ 
nepa_projdetails.cfm?Project_ID=104. In addition, the comment 
period was extended three times by press release sent on June 29, 
2007, July 5, 2007, and July 17, 2007. 
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 Letter from Chris Acree, Continued 

4-10 The focus of the EA/IS is to disclose the potential impacts associated 
with the implementation of a range of alternatives considered able to 
feasibly convey water supplies to meet the needs of the Mendota 
WA. The document is not intended to be a water supply or cost-
benefit analysis.  

The EA/IS evaluates a range of alternatives, including the con-
struction of a new dam downstream of the existing Mendota Dam 
(MEN-5). Chapter IV, Affected Environment and Environmental 
Consequences, of the EA/IS identifies all anticipated significant 
impacts associated with the proposed new facility (including 
impacts to water, biological, cultural, and socioeconomic resources), 
as well as proposed mitigation measures to lessen the relatively few 
anticipated potential impacts to a less than significant level. 
Appendices C, D, and E of the EA/IS list Biological Resources, 
Water Quality Data, and Cultural Resources of the proposed action 
area, respectively. The Evaluation and Selection of Alternatives 
section on page 5 of Appendix B, the Addendum to 1995 Decision 
Document – Mendota Wildlife Area Conveyance Alternatives, 
identifies the estimated costs for each alternative and the reasons for 
selection or elimination.  

Also see Responses to Comments 1-1 and 4-3. 

4-11 See Response to Comment 1-1. 
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Letter from Chris Acree, Continued 

4-12 See Responses to Comments 1-1 and 1-5(a). 

4-13 See Response to Comment 1-4. 

4-14 As stated in the Biological Resources section of Chapter IV, Affected 
Environment and Environmental Consequences, of the EA/IS, 
dewatering of the Mendota Pool under Alternative MEN-5 is 
anticipated to occur every 4 years for inspection and maintenance. 
Under Alternative MEN-9B, the Mendota Pool would be dewatered 
as outlined in the No Action and No Project Alternative.  

Impacts to water quality and biological resources during 
construction activities and operations of the Mendota Dam were 
qualitatively evaluated in Chapter IV, Affected Environmental and 
Environmental Consequences, of the EA/IS. Mitigation measures 
were identified where feasible to address potential impacts due to 
construction activities and operations for both alternatives. 

Dewatering under MEN-5 would typically take 2 weeks or less 
because of the new construction and automated gates. Mendota WA 
is able to manage and maintain optimal habitat with short outages of 
the water supply if scheduled in advance. The Mendota WA staff is 
confident short outages (2 weeks under dry weather conditions and 
longer if the weather is wet) are manageable; and with a replace-
ment dam, the pool can be filled quickly with automated gates. 

4-15 See Response to Comment 2-9. 

4-16 See Response to Comment 4-3. 

4-17 See Response to Comment 2-9. 
 

 

No. 4 

4-12 

4-17 

4-16 

4-15 

4-14 

4-13 



COMMENTS ON THE CONVEYANCE OF REFUGE WATER SUPPLY FOR MENDOTA WILDLIFE AREA ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT/INITIAL STUDY 

RDD/072400029 (NLH3571.DOC) 24 

 

 

Letter from Chris Acree, Continued 

  

  
 

 

No. 4 



COMMENTS ON THE CONVEYANCE OF REFUGE WATER SUPPLY FOR MENDOTA WILDLIFE AREA ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT/INITIAL STUDY 

RDD/072400029 (NLH3571.DOC) 25 

 

 

Email from Mark Rhodes, Associate Resources Analyst, Westlands 
Water District, Dated August 1, 2007 

5-1 WWD staff (Mr. Robert Burns, Field Engineering Supervisor) was 
contacted to assist in identifying the potential feasibility of using 
WWD facilities to convey refuge water supplies to Mendota WA. 
Through these conversations, use of WWD facilities was considered 
to be a feasible method of meeting the intended purpose of the 
proposed action. Prior to implementation, additional evaluation, 
including the detailed design and an operational agreement with 
WWD, would be required. The operational plans would include 
agreements with WWD to ensure that district customers would not 
be impacted while the needs of Mendota WA are met. 

5-2 See Response to Comment 5-1. 

5-3 See Response to Comment 5-1. 
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Letter from Frances C. Mizuno, P.E., Assistant Executive Director, 
San Luis & Delta-Mendota Water Authority 

6-1 Comment noted. 
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Letter from Frances C. Mizuno, P.E., Continued 

6-2 Comment noted. 

6-3 Comment noted. 
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Letter from Kim Forrest, Wildlife Refuge Manager, U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, San Luis National Wildlife Complex, Dated July 17, 2007 

7-1 See Response to Comment 1-4. 

7-2 See Responses to Comments 1-1 and 1-4. 

7-3 See Response to Comment 1-4. 
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Letter from Kim Forrest, Continued 

7-4 See Response to Comment 1-4. 

7-5 The EA/IS has been revised to clarify the statement. 
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Letter from Michael B. Hoover, Acting Field Supervisor, U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, Dated August 1, 2007 

8-1 See Response to Comment 2-5. 
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Letter from Michael B. Hoover, Continued 

8-2 Comment noted. As stated in the Introduction section of Chapter I, 
Introduction and Statement of Purpose and Need, of the EA/IS, the 
document “evaluates the potential effects of the alternatives to 
provide reliable year-round deliveries to the Mendota WA.” As 
stated in the Purpose and Need section of the same chapter, “The 
primary purpose for this proposed action is to provide reliable year-
round deliveries to the Mendota WA.” The need for this action is 
then identified, including to “…facilitate optimal management of 
Mendota WA…” In addition, CCID’s specific objectives under 
CEQA are also included in the Associated Local Needs and 
Objectives under CEQA section of Chapter I, Introduction and 
Statement of Purpose and Need, of the EA/IS. CCID lists to 
“improve and provide reliable year-round deliveries and 
conveyance of water to and from Mendota Pool and beneficiaries 
(e.g., Mendota WA, Contract Water Users),” to “mitigate for 
potential short-term and long-term adverse effects to environmental 
resources (e.g., habitat of species of concern; open water, riparian, 
and wetland habitat, Mendota WA),” and to “protect local 
environmental resources (natural and developed resources, 
ecosystems, cultural, recreation) as specific objectives of the 
proposed action under CEQA. The purpose and need under NEPA 
and objectives under CEQA collectively address USFWS’s concerns. 

The EA/IS has been revised to correct a typo in this section. 

8-3 See Responses to Comments 1-1 and 1-4. 

8-4 See Response to Comment 2-9. 
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Letter from Michael B. Hoover, Continued 

8-5 See Response to Comment 1-5(c). 

8-6 Given CCID releases water to customers, including the San Luis 
Canal Company, Los Banos Wildlife Area, and the San Luis National 
Wildlife Refuge during the non-irrigation season, leakage that does 
occur during this period is used, accounted for, and measured in the 
same manner as during the irrigation season releases. Because 
deliveries will remain the same if a new dam is constructed, water 
releases during all seasons including the nonirrigation season have 
been evaluated. 

8-7 See Responses to Comments 1-7 and 2-9. 
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Letter from Michael B. Hoover, Continued 
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Letter from Michael B. Hoover, Continued 
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Letter from Michael B. Hoover, Continued 
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Letter from Michael B. Hoover, Continued 

8-8 See Response to Comment 2-5. 
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Letter from Michael B. Hoover, Continued 
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Letter from Michael B. Hoover, Continued 
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Fax from Laura Fujii for Nova Blazej, Manager, U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, Environmental Review Office, Dated July 13, 2007 
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Fax from Laura Fujii for Nova Blazej, Continued 

9-1 See Responses to Comments 1-5(a), 1-5(c), and 2-9. 

9-2 See Response to Comment 1-1. 

9-3 See Responses to Comments 1-1, 1-5(a), and 1-5(c). 
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Fax from Laura Fujii for Nova Blazej, Continued 

9-4 See Response to Comment 1-2. 

9-5 See Response to Comment 1-5(c). 
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Fax from Laura Fujii for Nova Blazej, Continued 

9-6 See Response to Comment 1-2. 

9-7 See Responses to Comments 1-5(a) and 1-5(c). 

9-8 See Response to Comment 1-2. 
 

 

No. 9 

9-6 

9-7 

9-8 



COMMENTS ON THE CONVEYANCE OF REFUGE WATER SUPPLY FOR MENDOTA WILDLIFE AREA ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT/INITIAL STUDY 

RDD/072400029 (NLH3571.DOC) 43 

 

 

Fax from Laura Fujii for Nova Blazej, Continued 

9-9 See Responses to Comments 2-5 and 4-10.  

Mitigation is identified as necessary related to potential impacts 
under each resource area discussion in Chapter IV, Affected 
Environment and Environmental Consequences, of the EA/IS. In 
addition, all permits including those required under Section 401 and 
404 of the Clean Water Act, as well as all other required federal, 
state, and local permits will be obtained as required prior to the 
implementation of the ultimately selected alternative. 

9-10 See Response to Comment 1-5(c). 

9-11 As stated in the Introduction section of Chapter I, Introduction and 
Statement of Purpose and Need, of the EA/IS, “3406(d) of the 
CVPIA requires the Secretary of the Interior to provide reliable year-
round supplies of suitable quality, meeting peak season needs, to 
maintain and improve wetland areas…” Therefore, only alternatives 
that could reliably convey water supplies and meet requirements 
detailed in Table II-1, Monthly Water Needs for Mendota Wildlife 
Area, were considered feasible. Reclamation intends to formalize the 
delivery of water supply quantities as part of the agreement that will 
be negotiated with the participating districts/parties.  

The EA/IS has been revised to address future dewatering of the 
Mendota Pool and associated impacts. 

9-12 See Response to Comment 9-11. 

9-13 See Responses to Comments 1-5(a) and 5-1. 
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Fax from Laura Fujii for Nova Blazej, Continued 

9-14 The quality of the water supplies that WWD facilities would deliver 
is suitable for irrigation. The quality may vary but is within accept-
able limits for the typical water supplies received by the Mendota 
WA. The current water supplies meet the water quality standards in 
the contract with CDFG, and Reclamation is committed to continue 
to meet those standards. 

9-15 The EA/IS has been revised to account for the revised 35 micro-
grams per cubic meter daily particulate matter less than 2.5 micro-
meters in aerodynamic diameter (PM2.5) standard. The emission 
calculations presented in Table IV-17 have been revised to include 
PM2.5. In addition, the conformity evaluation has been updated to 
include PM2.5 by using the attainment designation for the previous 
standard (which is nonattainment). Tables IV-15 and IV-16 were 
revised to include the PM2.5 de minimis threshold and the PM2.5 
regional emissions inventory. 
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Fax from Laura Fujii for Nova Blazej, Continued 

9-16 See Responses to Comments 1-1 and 5-1. 

9-17 See Response to Comment 2-5. 

9-18 The 2002 Draft Environmental Assessment was rewritten to focus on 
the needs of Mendota WA in accordance with Reclamation’s 
authority under CVPIA. 
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Email from William Loudermilk, California Department of Fish and Game, 
Dated July 31, 2007 

10-1 Comment noted. 
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